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EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM 
1. The French overseas departments CFOD) will probably produce a total 
of 320 000 t of raw cane sugar during the 1981/82 marketing year 
<24S 000 t in Reunion and 75 000 t in Guadeloupe and Martinique). 
Of this total only about 29 000 t will be consumed in those over-
seas departments, the remainder having to find an outlet in the 
traditional trade flows to the European regions of the Community. 
This sugar, most of which has in the past been refined at ports 
in metropolitan France but some also in other Community refineries 
(e.g. in Italy), is facing increasing competition from raw pre-
ferential sugar imported from ACP countries, as a resu~t, among 
other things, of the reduced capacity of the United Kingdom market 
to absorb sugar (and the closur.e of the Liverpool refinery). It 
is estimated that for 1981/82 Less than 2/3 of the raw sugar from the 
French overseas department~ will go ~P French refineries and 
;• ~ ~ '~ T 
, to Italy. On the other hand, a signif1cant quantity of raw ACP sugar 
ft • 
will also be refined in the same French refineries. Difficulties in 
finding outlets in the European regions of the Comm_unity for• a· Large 
part of the raw sugar from the French overseas departments cannot 
therefore be excluded. 
The case is therefore Likely to arise where suga.r producers in 
the French overseas departments, having moved their sugar to 
silos at the ports in those departments ready for marketing in 
the European regions of the Community, have, as a Last resort, t~ 
offer their sugar to intervention on account of the above-men-
tioned difficulties. There is thus a real risk of an interruption 
in the flow of this sugar.to the European regions of the 
Community. 
The Commission takes the view that it is reasonable in 
such a case for the Community to bear the. cost of delivery to the 
. . 
f.o.b.· stage of sugar offered to intervention and tbus to grant to the 
~ . . ~ 
produc~r concernedp 
Article ;9.(4) of the 
in the co~text of the·measures provided.for in 
b~sic Regul~tion (Regulation (EEC) No 1785/81), 
. ~-- -.. 
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the part of the marketing aid fixed by Council Regulation 
(EEC) No 2067/81 corresponding to delivery to the f.o.b. stage, 
12.62 ECU per to.nne of sugar expr:essed. as white sugar. 
i .. e .. 
2. This measure in equity referred to in 1 above would not involve any 
expenditure over and above that taken 
into account when Council Regulation (EEC) No 2067/81 was adopted be-
cause at the time of subsequent disposal it would be offset by a 
corresponding increase in the intervention agency's selling price. 
The Commission also proposes that the costs of Loading the sugar 
' 
onto the means of transport subsequently chosen by the interventio~ 
agency at the time of removal should be borne by the producer. 
·3. Among the measures which the Commission proposed to the Council in 
June 1981(1) concerning the disposal of sugar produced in the French 
overseas departments- which resulted in Council Regulation 
(EEC) No 2067/81 -was one authorizing the French Republic to 
grant national aid to "pure" refineries which would process the raw 
sugar from the French overseas departments into white sugar. It was 
proposed that the amount of the aid should be equal.to the difference 
(2.44 ECU/100 kg in 1981/82) between the storage Levy for sugar of 
Community origin (3.5~ ECU/100 kg in 1981/82) and the storage Levy for 
preferential sugar (1.11 ECU/100 kg in 1981/82) applicable d~ring the 
month in which·the sugar was refined. In the Commission's view the 
' 
purpose of making up this difference was to align the conditions for 
refining sugar produced in the French overseas departments with those 
for refining preferential sugar. 
After rejecting the proposal for national aid, the Council deci~ed to 
grant Community aid, but only for 50% of the diff,rence, i.e. 
1.22 ECU/100 kg, and to make it a flat-rate amount applicable until 
1985/86. 
(1) Doe. COMC81)288 finak of 5 June 1981. 
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Experience gained in the 1981/82 marketing year shaws 
that the difference between the two Levies can vary substantially 
because of the variations in the Levies from one year to another. 
According to current estimates, the Levy for Community fUgar in 
1982/83 is Likely to reach 4.25 ECU per 100 kg and the hypothetical 
' Levy for preferential sugar will be 1.13· ECU per 100 kg, i.e. a 
difference of 3.12 ECU/100 kg. 
The Commission takes the view t~at, because of the annual variations 
in the amount of the Levies on Community sugar, the net result of 
these two factors (i.e. on;the one hand basing the aid on half-the. 
difference between the two Levies and, on the other, fixing this aid 
at a flat-rate throughout 5 marketing years) no longer allows the 
terms of the compromise reached in July 1981 to be maintained. 
The Commission therefore proposes that with effect from the 1982/83 
marketing year the aid for the refineries concerned should reflect 
these variations and should be equal to half the annual difference 
between the two Levies. On this basis the aid in 1982/83 would be 
1.56 ECU/100 kg, an increase of 0.34 ECU/100 kg over-1981/82. 
However, during the period of application of Article 8 (2a) of 
Regulation (EEC) No 1785/81, i.e~ during the period of suspension of 
the system of compensation of storage costs for preferential sugar 
(1982/83 to 1984/85), the Levy for preferential sugar should be supposed 
to be equal to the reimbursement of storage costs applicable to 
Community sugar for the marketing year in question multiplied by the 
coefficient 1.8 representing the average time (in months) for which 
preferential sugar is stored. 
4. Fro~ the financial point of view, the increase of 0.34 ECU/100 kilograms 
in the amount of the refi~ing aid referred to yn 3. will, f~r the 
1982/83 marketing year,· be Largely counteract"ed_ by a reduction in the 
quantities to be marketed and refined. Thus at a Level of expenditure 
. . 
of 2.5 M ECU the maximum variation in expenditure would be 0.2 M ECU. 
For future marketing years .t.he refining aid will tend to fall towards 
. . 
the origi~~L amount of 1.2? ECU/100 kg. This is because the difference 
between the ···two storage Levies wiLL be unusuaLly Large in 1982/83 
. . 
as a result of the substantial"quantities of c sugar carried forward 
in stock and because qf high interest rates. 
Proposal for a 
COUNCIL REGUL~TION (EEC) No 
of 
amending Regulation (EEC) No 2067/81 Laying down measures for the 
marketing of sugar produced in the French overseas departments 
THE COUNCIL OF EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,. 
Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Economic 
Community, 
Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 1785/81 of 30 June 1981 
(1) 
on the common organization of the markets in the sugar sector , as 
Last amended by Regulation (EEC) No 606/82<2>, and in particular 
Article 9 (5) thereof, 
Having regard to the proposal from the Commission, 
Whereas pursuant to Article 9 (4) of Regulation (EEC) No 1785/81, 
which Lays down that appropriate measures shall be taken in order to 
permit th~ sugar produced in the French overseas departments to be 
' 
marketed in the European regions of the Community, the Council decided 
by Regulation (EEC) No 2067/81( 3) to grant Community aid by way of 
intervention measures to both producers and refiners of the said sugar; 
·Whereas Article 2 of Regulation (EEC) No 2067/81 Lays down that the 
Community aid for producers of the sugar in question shall consist 
of two flat-rate amounts, one of which represents the transport 
costs from the ex-factory stage to the fob stage; 
. 
(1) OJ "No L 177, 1.7.1981, .P· 4 
(2) OJ No L .74,18.3.1982, p. 1 
(3) OJ Mo L 203, 23.7.~981, p. 3 
·~· 
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Whereas it is possible that a producer of such sugar, having placed 
it in silos at a port in the French overseas departments with a view 
to marketing it in the European regions of.the Community, may be 
unabLe to find an out Let and thus be obLiged to offer the sugar to 
intervention; whereas allowance should be made for such an enforced 
interruption of disposal in the above-ment:ion"ed regions by granting 
the producer concerned the part of the aid referred to above; whereas 
the producer in such a case should nevertheless bear the cost of Loading 
the sugar into the means of transport cposen·by the intervention agency 
' at the time of removal; ·· . j 
I 
Whereas Article 3 of Regulation (EEC) No 2D67/81 Lays/down that the 
Community aid for refiners of the su_gar in question sfialli be fixed 
at a flat rate of 12.20 ECU per tonne of sugar expressed as white 
sugar for the marketing years 1981/82 to 1985/86;· 
Whereas experience shows that the system of flat-rate amounts based 
on part of the difference at a given time between the storage Levy 
applicable to Community sugar and ·;that applicable to preferential sugar Leads,on 
account of the substantial variations in these Levies ~rom one 
marketing year to the next, to a corresponding variation in the 
conditions for the refining of Community and preferential sugar; 
whereas therefore the.aid should henceforth no Longer be a fixed 
' amount but should be equal to half the difference between the two storage 
Levies applicable during the month in which the sugar in question is 
refined, 
HAD ADOPTED THIS REGULATION 
Article 1 
Regulation (EEC) No 2067/81 is hereby amended as follows : 
1. The following text is added to Article 2: 
"Where the sugar referred to in Article 1, having been placed in 
a silo in a port in the ~rpnch overseas departments for marketing 
in the European regions of the Community, has not found an outlet 
' . 
2. 
-· -~~--- ... ""~- . 
for that purpose and for that reason is offered 
to intervention, the amount referred to under 
at that stage 
(a) of the 
first paragraph shaLL, subject to the fourth paragraph, be 
granted'at the request of. the producer of the sugar concerned 
made to the competent authorities of the French Republic. 
The application shall contain a·declaration by the producer in 
question that l1e undertakes to Load the sugar at his own expense 
' into the means of transport chosen by the intervention 'agency at 
the time of removal.''. 
The first paragraph of Arti6l' 3 . is 
.wing : 
rep La'ced by the fo l Le-
" F or sugars referred to in Article 1 which have been refined in 
the European regions of the Community there shall be granted 
amount equal to half the to the sugar undertakings concerned ~n 
difference between : 
a) the amount of the storage 
the third subparagraph of 
No 1785/81 and 
b) the amount of the storage 
the third'subparagraph of 
Regulation · 
Levy. referred to under (a) of 
Article 8(2) of Regulation (EEC) 
Levy referred to under (c) of 
Article 8(2) of the aforesaid 
applicable during the month in which the sugar is refined. 
However, during the marketing years when the storage Levy 
referred to under (b) of the first paragraph does not apply, 
pursuant to Article 8(2a) of Regulation (EEC) No 1785/81, the 
said Levy shall 'be replaced by the amount of the reimbursement 
referred to in the first subparagraph of Article 8(2) of that 
Regulati~n applicable during the marketing year in question, 
multiplied by the coefficient 1.8.". 
'.· 
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./ ... 
Article 2 
This Regulation shall enter into force on the third day following 
that of its publication in the Official Journal of the. European 
Communities. 
Article 1(2) shall apply from 1 July 1982. 
This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly 
applicable in all Member States. 
Done at 
.. 
... 
.. 
For the Council 
' \. 
' 
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Proposal for 
COUNCIL REGULA.TION (EEC) 
of 
/82 
revising the maximum amount for the production levy on B 
sugar and the minimum price for B beet for the 1982/83 
marketing year 
THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES, 
Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Economic Community, 
Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 1785/81 of 30 June 1981 on the 
common organization of the market in the sugar sector(~), as last amended 
by Regulation (EEC) No 606/82 (2), and in particular Article 5(5) and Arti-
cle 28(5) thereof, 
Having regard to the proposal from the Commifision, 
Whereas Article 28(3) and (4) of Regulation (EEC) No 1785/8I provides that 
the losses resulting from obligations to export surpluse~ of sugar are to 
be covered by production levies on the A and B sugar and the A and B isc-
glucose produced, within cer&ain limits; 
Whereas, when the total sum of" the levies provided for does not fully cover 
' the overall loss due to these obligations, paragraph 5 of that Article re-
quires that an ~stment be made to the maximum amount fixed for the B 
levy for the marketing year immediately following that in 
which the balance of uncovered losses was recorded; 
Whereas the sum of the levies i:o be imposed for the 1981/82 marketing year, 
is less than the sum resulting from the multiplication of the exportable 
surplus b! the average loss; whereas· it is therefore necessary,. according 
to the information availabl~, to increase, for the 1982/83 marketing year 
the maximum amount of the B levy to 37.5% and also to adjust accordingly 
the minimum price for B beet fi-xed for that marketing year by Council Regu-
lation (EEC)' No · · . - /82( 3),. , 
HAS J\IIOPTED THIS' REGULATION: 
___ ...._.., 
-q-
Article 1 
1. For the 1982/83 marketing year the maximum amount referred to in the first 
indent of the second subparagraph of Article 28(4) of Regulation (EEC) No 
1785/81 shall be increased to 37.5% of the intervention price for white 
sugar. 
2. For the 1982/83 marketing year the minimum price for B beet referred to 
in the second ·subparagraph of Article 5(2) of Regulation (EEC) No 1785/81 
shall be equal to 60.5% of the basic price for beet, 
Article 2 
Article 3(2) of Regulation (EEC) No 
following: 
/82 is hereby replaced by the 
112. The minimum price for B beet shall be fixed at 23.79 ECU per tonne." 
Article 3 
\ 
This Regulation shall enter into force on the day of its publication in 
the Official Journal·of the European Communities. 
This Regulation shall· be b·inding in its entirety and directly 
' applicable in all Member States, 
Done at Brussels, 
(1) OJ No L 177, 1.7.1981, p.4 
(2) OJ No L 74, 18.3.1982, p.1 
(3) OJ No L 
For the Council 
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EXPLANATORY MEMORANDill~ 
The main characteristic of the system 9f production quotas in the sugar 
sector is that it provides that sugar producers, beet producers and to some 
extent isoe;lucose producers should bear full financial resp.onsibili ty for 
losses due to the cost of disposing of Community sugar surpluses not required 
for consumption within the Community. 
This financial responsibility is provided for by means of four instruments, 
the basic production levy on A and B sugar and isoglucose of up to 2!/o of the 
intervention price for white sugar, aB levy on B sugar and B isoglucose, 
when the first leVJr is insufficient of up to 3afo of the intervention price 
and finally the revision if necessary of the latter limit up to a maxium 
increase of 7.5% to enable the bal~ce from the previous marketing year to 
be covered in the following marketing year, The fourth instrument consists 
of carrying over the negative balance to the third-marketing year if the 
B levy of 37.5% also proves insufficient. 
According to the information available at present the Commission is obliged 
in accordance with the first subparagraph of Article 28(5)'of Regulation (EEC) 
No 1785/81 to propose to the Council that it revise the maximum limit for 
the B levy and in view of this information it considers it necessary to raise 
this limit from 3afo to 37.5% for the 1982/83 marketing year. 
According to this information the sum of the basic production levies and the 
B levy will be 411 million ECU for the 1981/82 marketing year whereas the 
overall loss. for the same marketing year will be 550 million ECU. It is 
therefore possible that despite everything there will be a negative balance 
to be carried over to 1983/84. 
Therefor this means that the minimum price for B beet will be ~qual to 60,5% 
of the basic price for beet in 1982/83 (instead of 68%), i.e. 23.79 ECU per 
tonne (instead of 26.74 ECU). 
\\) 
-FINANCIAL STATEMENT 
Date : 13 May 1982 
' 
1- @UPGeT HEADING ! Chap.11 Art. 110 and 112 APPROalATIONS 1 1983: 546,12 MECU 
2- TITLE ! Revision of the maximum amount of the production Levy on sugar 
for 1982/83 
' 
3. LEGAL BASIS : Re g. (EEC) No 1785/81 Art .28 (5) 
4. AIMS OF PROJECT : 
To cover a negative balance in accordance with the principle of the full 
financial responsibility of producers for sales of surpluses of Community sugar 
5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS PERIOD OF 12 MONTHS CURRENT/I~~NClA~ YEAR FOLLOW;NG S~NANC:AL YEAR 
5.0 EXPENDITURE 
- CHARGED TO THE EC BUDGET 
(REFUNDS/INTERVENTIONS) 
- NATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 
- OTHER -
5.1 RECEIPTS 
- OWN RESOURCES OF THF EC 
production Levies 
-sugar; - isoglucose 80 MECU 80 MECU 
1984 
- --
-· 
' -5.0.1 ESTIMATED EXPENDITURE p .. m. 
5.1.1 ESTIMATED RECEIPTS 
5.2 METHOD OF CALCULATION 
-
Present levy B -- 15,42 ECU/100 kg 
Revised levy B -- 19,28 ECU/100 kg 
Difference 
--
3,86 ECU/100 k£ 
38,6 ECU/t X 2,071,000 ·(estilnated 82/83.production B ) = 80 MECU 
' 
-
.6-.0 ( 9fl TilE PR94EGT BE fiN"~!i;iP F"qgM 0 PPRQainHom; ENT6R~D IN TH5 IHi!.E"'HlT CloiAPHiR OF T~E CURRfi)lT BUO.G£4 ? 
\ · .!t:ES:lNO 
6 1 CH! THE PR0 1ect ps fiNANCED BY H.flMSFFR BET!I5 5 N CWPPT!iiA£ 0~ Hli C!JRRiN+ 8YOGE:T? 
. ¥es,cr~e 
6.2 IS A SUPPLEMENTARY BUDGET BE NECESSARY ? 
'lE&/ NO 
6 ... 3 WILL FUTURE BUDGET APPROBIATIONS B.E NECESSARY ? 
YES/~ 
" 
OBSERVA liONS : 
This increas~ has been·already taken into account in the estimations for the 
' ' 1983 preliminary dtaft budget 
' ' . 
. 
• 
-
•' 
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